Application No.: 10/679,598 

Reply to non-final Office Action mailed May 14, 2008 
REMARKS 

This is a full and timely response to the non-final Office Action mailed May 14, 
2008, in which Applicants' Claims 1-4 and 7-27 were rejected. By way of this Response, 
Claims 1, 7, 8, 16, 22, and 25 have been amended; and Applicants' Claims 20, 21, and 27 
have been cancelled. Reconsideration of pending Claims 1-4, 7-19, and 22-26 is 
respectfully requested in view of the foregoing amendments and the following remarks. 

I. Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 103 

Beginning on page 2, the Office Action rejects Applicants' Claims 1-4 and 7-27 
as unpatentable over U.S. Pat. No. 6,496,107 Bl ("the Himmelstein reference") taken in 
conjunction with U.S. Pat. No. 6,629,077 Bl ("the Arling reference"), U.S. Pub. 
2002/0150262 Al ("the Carter reference"), or a combination of the Arling and Carter 
references. Applicants address each of these rejected claims, in turn, below. 

A. Applicants' Amended Independent Claim 1 

Applicants' independent Claim 1 is directed to a sound processing system that 
provides access to a vehicle (unlocks a vehicle door) upon reception of an audible vehicle 
access code. Claim 1 specifies that the audible vehicle access code comprises a sequence 
of alphanumeric characters. By way of context, Applicants' Paragraphs 0028 and 0031 
provide several examples such alphanumeric vehicle access codes, such as "4-3-5". 

As previously pointed out in the "Argument accompanying Pre-Appeal Brief 
Request for Review" filed on October 19, 2007, none of the cited references teach or 
suggest a keyless entry / sound processing system that provides access to a vehicle upon 
identification of an access code comprising a sequence of alphanumeric characters. With 
respect to the Himmelstein reference, in particular, there is disclosed a voice command 
system that provides access to a vehicle upon reception of a voice command, such as 
"UNLOCK DRIVER'S DOOR." See Himmelstein Column 3, Line 50 to Column 4, Line 2. 
Applicants have respectfully submitted that such a voice command (e.g., "UNLOCK 
DRIVER'S DOOR") is not an access code (e.g., "4-3-5") under a broad, but reasonable, 
interpretation that is consistent with Applicants' Specification. Nor does such a voice 
command constitute an access code by common definition. See, for example, The New 
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Oxford American Dictionary, 2 nd Ed., 2005, defining the term "code" as "a system of 
words, letters, figures, or other symbols substituted for other words, letters, etc., esp. for 
the purposes of secrecy." 

With respect to the Arling reference, there is disclosed a universal remote control 
that recognizes spoken "remote control command / keystroke data." See Arling Abstract. 
The "remote control command / keystroke data" may be spoken as entire words or 
spelled-out as individual characters, such as "E-S-P-N." See Arling Abstract, FIG. 3, and 
Column 7, Lines 2-7. Although such "keystroke data" may comprise a sequence of 
alphanumeric characters, Applicants have respectfully submitted that such "keystroke 
data" (e.g., the spelling out of a channel's call name) does not constitute an audible access 
code under broad, but reasonable, interpretation that is consistent with Applicants' 
Specification. Nor does such "keystroke data" constitute an audible access code under 
the dictionary definition provided above. 

Although fully maintaining the position set-forth above, Applicants have amended 
independent Claim 1 to further distinguish over the cited references and encourage a 
timely allowance of Claim 1. As amended, Applicants' independent Claim 1 recites that 
the sound processor compares an external sound to: (i) a first predetermined set of 
characteristics corresponding to a first audible vehicle access code comprising a first 
spoken sequence of alphanumeric characters, and (ii) a second predetermined set of 
characteristics corresponding to a second audible vehicle access code comprising a 
second spoken sequence of alphanumeric characters different from the first spoken 
sequence of alphanumeric characters. According to Claim 1 , the sound processor causes 
an adjustable feature associated with the vehicle to be adjusted: (i) in a first manner when 
the sound substantially matches the first predetermined set of characteristics, and (ii) in a 
second manner when the sound substantially matches the second predetermined set of 
characteristics. Support for this amendment may be found in Applicants' Paragraph 0031 
and elsewhere in Applicants' Application. 

As explained above, the cited references fail to teach to teach a system for 
providing access to a vehicle based upon reception of an audible vehicle access code 
comprising a sequence of alphanumeric characters. It should thus be appreciated that the 
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cited references likewise fail to teach a code-based keyless entry system that not only 
provides vehicle access upon identification of one of a plurality of alphanumeric codes, 
but also causes an adjustable feature to be adjusted depending upon which alphanumeric 
code has been identified. As the cited references fail to teach every feature recited in 
Claim 1, Applicants respectfully submit that the cited references cannot render 
Applicants' amended independent Claim 1 prima facie obvious under 35 U.S. C. § 103(a). 

B. Applicants' Dependent Claims 2-4 and 7-15 

Applicants' Claims 2-4 and 7-15 are believed allowable at least in view of their 
dependency from Applicants' amended independent Claim 1. 

Please note that Claims 7 and 8 have been amended to better accord with 
terminology introduced into Applicants' independent Clam 1 by way of the above- 
described amendment. 

C. Applicants' Amended Independent Claim 16 

As was Applicants' independent Claim 1, Applicants' independent Claim 16 has 
been amended to further distinguish over the references of record. Applicants' amended 
independent Claim 16 is directed to a sound processing system for use in an automotive 
vehicle. The sound processing system includes, inter alia, a sound processor that is 
configured to compare an external sound (i.e., a sound exterior to the vehicle) to a first set 
characteristics if the vehicle is unoccupied and to a second set of characteristics if the 
vehicle is occupied. As amended, Applicants' independent Claim 16 specifies that the 
first and second set of characteristics correspond to an emergency traffic alert and to a 
spoken multi-digit access code, respectively. 

As explained above, the cited references do not teach or suggest a keyless entry 
system that provides vehicle access based upon identification of a spoken multi-digit 
access cod. In addition, the cited references also fail to teach or suggest a keyless entry 
system that compares an external sound to: (i) a first set characteristics corresponding to 
an emergency traffic when the vehicle is occupied, or (ii) to a second set of characteristics 
corresponding to a spoken multi-digit access code when the vehicle is not occupied. 
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It is well known that the prior art references must teach or suggest all of the 
claimed limitations before a prima facie conclusion of obviousness may be established 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). MPEP § 2142. The cited references fail to teach multiple 
structural elements recited in Applicants' independent Claim 16, as amended. 
Considering this, and considering that no further rejections have been asserted against 
Claim 16, Applicants respectfully submit that amended independent Claim 16 is 
allowable. 

D. Applicants' Dependent Claims 17-24 

Applicants' Claims 17-20 and 22-24 are believed allowable at least in view of 
their dependency from Applicants' amended independent Claim 16. 

Please note that Applicants' Claim 22 has been amended to depend directly from 
amended independent Claim 16. 

Applicants' Claims 20 and 21 have been cancelled without prejudice or disclaimer 
of the subject matter contained therein. 

E. Applicants' Amended Independent Claim 25 

As was the case with Applicants' independent Claims 1 and 16, Applicants' 
independent Claim 25 has been amended to further distinguish over the references of 
record. Applicants' amended independent Claim 25 is directed to a method for providing 
keyless entry to a vehicle and for alerting an occupant of the vehicle to an emergency 
sound external to the vehicle. According to Claim 25, the method includes the steps of: 
(i) receiving an external sound; (ii) determining if the vehicle is occupied; (iii) if the 
vehicle is occupied, comparing the sound with a first set of characteristics corresponding 
to an emergency sound; (iv) if the vehicle is unoccupied, comparing the sound to a second 
set of characteristics corresponding to a spoken vehicle access code comprising a 
sequence of alphanumeric characters; (v) generating a user recognizable alert if the sound 
substantially matches the first set; and (vi) unlocking the door if the sound substantially 
matches the second set. 
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It should be appreciated from the foregoing discussion that the cited references do 
not teach providing vehicle access based upon identification of a spoken vehicle access 
code comprising a sequence of alphanumeric characters. Similarly, the cited references 
do not teach comparing an external sound to different sets of characteristics, one 
corresponding to a vehicle access code and the other corresponding to an emergency 
sound, based upon vehicle occupancy. The cited references thus fail to teach multiple 
steps recited in Applicants' amended independent Claim 25 and consequently should not 
render Claim 25 prima facie obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 

As no additional rejections have been asserted against Applicants' independent 
Claim 25, it is respectfully submitted that Claim 25 is allowable. 

F. Applicants' Dependent Claims 26 and 27 

Applicants' Claim 26 depends directly from Applicants' amended independent 
Claim 25 and is consequently believed allowable therewith. 

Applicants' Claim 27 has been cancelled without prejudice or disclaimer of the 
subject matter contained therein. 

II. Prior Art Made of Record but Not Relied Upon 

Applicants have reviewed the references made of record but not relied upon and 
believe that these references taken singly or in combination do not form the basis of a 
valid rejection of the claims. 

III. Conclusion 

Considering the foregoing remarks and amendments, Applicants respectfully 
submit that the Application is now in condition for allowance. 

If the Examiner has any comments or suggestions that could place this application 
in even better form, the Examiner is requested to telephone the undersigned attorney at 
the below-listed number. 

If, for some reason, Applicants have not paid a sufficient fee for this response, 
please consider this as authorization to charge INGRASSIA, FlSHER & LORENZ, PC, Deposit 
Account No. 50-2091 for any fee which may be due. 
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Respectfully submitted, 



Ingrassia, Fisher & Lorenz 



Dated: July 25. 2008 /JUSTIN J. LEACH/ 

Justin J. Leach 
Reg. No. 59,220 
Agent for Applicant 
Telephone (480) 385-5060 
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